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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply Is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mallmg date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication{s) filed on 05 August 2003 , 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is In condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1 and 2 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) P Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) K Claim(s) 1 and 2 is/are rejected. 

Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)13 The drawing(s) filed on 05 August 2003 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the conrection is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acl<nowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

30 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received In this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement{s) (PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Infonmal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 

U.S. Patent and Trademarit Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20061026 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-2 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections -35USC§112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter whicll the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1 , and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In these claims applicants mention "=1,2, and so 
on" which is generally narrative and indefinite with the invention. Applicants do not 
point out clearly which options include in the present invention by "so on". The office 
will interpret these words with the regarding claims as best understood for applying the 
appropriate art for rejection purposes. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claim invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The claimed invention as a whole must 
accomplish a practical application. That is, it must produce a "useful, concrete and 
tangible result." State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373, 47 USPQ2d at 1601-02. The purpose of 
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this requirement is to limit patent protection to inventions that possess a certain level of 
"real world" value, as opposed to subject matter that represents nothing more than an 
idea or concept, or is simply a starting point for future Investigation or research (Brenner 
V. Manson, 383 U.S. 519, 528-36, 148 USPQ 689, 693-96); In re Ziegler, 992, F.2d 
1197, 1200-03, 26 USPQ2d 1600. 1603-06 (Fed. Cir. 1993)). 
Claims to processes that do nothing more than solve mathematical problems or 
manipulate abstract ideas or concepts do not meet the requirement of a "useful, 
concrete and tangible" result to have a practical application. If the "acts" of a claimed 
process manipulate only numbers, abstract concepts or ideas, or signals representing 
any of the foregoing, the acts are not being applied to appropriate subject matter. 
Schrader, 22 F.3d at 294-95, 30 USPQ2d at 1458-59. Thus, a process consisting solely 
of mathematical operations, i.e., converting one set of numbers into another set of 
numbers, does not manipulate appropriate subject matter and thus cannot constitute a 
statutory process. 

A process that merely manipulates an abstract idea or performs a purely mathematical 
algorithm is nonstatutory despite the fact that it might inherently have some usefulness. 
In Sarkar, 588 F.2d at 1 335, 200 USPQ at 1 39. 

The Supreme Court has used, among others, the terms "mathematical algorithm," 
"mathematical formula," and "mathematical equation" to describe types of mathematical 
subject matter not entitled to patent protection standing alone. 
According to the specification of the Invention (Page 1-91), examiner found "an 
encryption processing algorithm", "a step of setting a common key block 
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encryption processing algoritlim", "a sub-step of generating Initial values", "a 
sub-step of calculating intermediate values", "a plurality of sub-steps of 
calculating intermediate values", "a sub-step of calculating said non-linear 
transformation", "a sub-step of calculating round keys", "a step of eliminating 
said intermediate values", "a step of transforming said linear combination into a 
simultaneous linear equation completing transposition of terms", "a step of 
transforming said simultaneous linear equation into a matricial equation", "a step 
of multiplying both tlie left-hand and right-hand sides of said matricial equation", 
"a step of creating a new matrix", "a step of finding N linear-relation equations" 
all these claim's limitations only consists of a process that merely manipulates an 
abstract idea or performs a purely mathematical algorithm which fails to show a "useful, 
concrete and tangible" result has any practical application. These claims have nothing 
to do more than solve mathematical problems or manipulate abstract ideas, numbers or 
concepts and do not meet the requirement of a "useful, concrete and tangible" result to 
have a practical application. So they are non-statutory. 
For such subject matter to be statutory, the claimed process must be limited to a 
practical application. A claim is limited to a practical application when the method, as 
claimed, produces a concrete, tangible and useful result; i.e., the method recites a step 
or act of producing something that is concrete, tangible and useful. See AT &T, 172 
F.3d at 1358, 50 USPQ2d at 1452. Likewise, a machine claim is statutory when the 
machine, as claimed, produces a concrete, tangible and useful result (as in State Street, 
149 F.3d at 1373, 47 USPQ2d at 1601) and/or when a specific machine is being 
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claimed (as in Alappat, 33 F.3cl at 1544, 31 USPQ2cl at 1557 (*> en< banc). For 
example, a computer process that simply calculates a mathematical algorithm that 
models noise is nonstatutory. 

4. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claim invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. According to the specification of the invention (Page 1- 
91) a computer program is reasonably interpreted by one of ordinary skill as just 
software, it is a system of software, per se. In this claim the function of the program is 
just software not any hardware. Compare In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1 579, 1 583-84, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 , 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (claim to data structure stored on a computer 
readable medium that increases computer efficiency held statutory) and Warmerdam, 
33 F.3d at 1 360-61 , 31 USPQ2d at 1 759 (claim to computer having a specific data 
structure stored in memory held statutory product-by-process claim) with Warmerdam, 
33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure per se held 
nonstatutory). Data structures not claimed as embodied in computer-readable media 
are descriptive material per se and are not statutory because they are not capable of 
causing functional change in the computer. See, e.g., Wamnerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 
USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure per se held nonstatutory). Such claimed data 
stnjctures do not define any structural and functional inten-elationships between the 
data structure and other claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data 
structure's functionality to be realized. Similarly, computer programs claimed as 
computer instructions per se, i.e., the descriptions or expressions of the programs, are 
not physical "things." They are neither computer components nor statutory processes, 
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as they are not "acts" being perfomied. Sucli claimed computer programs do not define 
any structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program and 
other claimed elements of a computer which permit the computer program's 
functionality to be realized. Accordingly, it is important to distinguish claims that define 
descriptive material per se from claims that define statutory inventions. So, it does not 
appear that a claim reciting software with functional descriptive material falls within any 
of the categories of patentable subject matter set forth in § 101 . 
5. As claims 1 , and 2 consist with 101 and 1 12 (2"^) issues therefore Examiner does not 
apply art rejection this time, as these claims does not meet the examining requirement 
for lack of statutory matter. However, after solving those problems examiner will take 
appropriate action based on claim limitations. 



Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mohammad w. Reza whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 6590. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (9:00-5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, MOAZZAMi NASSER G can be reached on (571)272-4195. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomnation for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
infomiatlon for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more infonmation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Mohammad Wasim Reza 
AU 2136 



